abstract Urban food producers play an important role in food systems around the world. Understanding the factors that may influence producers' intention to produce food is important to predict their behavior. The purpose of this study was to examine one city in the United States and describe factors that may influence the intention of urban food producers to continue farming in urban settings, and specifically identify factors that influence attitude, perceived behavioral control, and subjective norms toward urban food production. The study followed a qualitative design using semi-structured interviews. The results revealed factors that can both positively and negatively influence Columbus urban food producers' intention to continue farming in urban settings. Perceived complexity can negatively influence attitude and hinder food producers' intention to continue urban food production while subjective norms, influenced by peer growers and family members, may heighten intention to continue urban food production. The findings also revealed personal characteristics, such as education and access to resources, that may enhance perceived behavioral control. The findings can be used by various regions of the world to develop urban food production. Implications expose opportunities for urban food producers, extension, institutions, and future researchers to address existing complexities, develop educational programs, and enhance social ties to provide support for farming in urban settings.
only nine countries, including Nigeria, the Democratic Republic of the Congo, Brazil, and the United States (United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs, 2009) .
Urban growth around the world is influencing how people live, eat, and access food (Satterthwaite et al., 2010) . At one time, rural food production was expected to feed city dwellers, but this is no longer the case (Orsini et al., 2013) . As urban populations grow and development reduces cultivated land, the demand for urban food production is increasing globally as a sustainable development strategy in cities (Satterthwaite et al., 2010; van Veenhuizen, 2006) . Agriculture in urban areas is known as urban food production and comprises one component of local food systems. The Community Food Security Coalition (CFSC) Urban Agriculture Committee (2002) defined urban food production as "the growing, processing, and distribution of food and other products through intensive plant cultivation and animal husbandry in and around cities" (p. 4). Urban agriculture's important global role has been discussed in regards to both developed (Mok et al., 2013) and developing countries (Orsini et al., 2012) and it has been identified as one of the most important priorities for many cities (CRD Roundtable on the Environment, 2006; Mendes, 2006; Mullinix et al., 2009) .
Urban areas provide good opportunities for agricultural activities such as marketing produce, demand for food, and accessibility to resources; therefore, urban food production has been identified as an important component of urban sustainability (Alberti et al., 2003; van Veenhuizen and Danso, 2007) . Worldwide, between 100 and 200 million urban food producers contribute to urban agricultural productivity (Orsini et al., 2013) . Benefits of urban food production include decreased costs of transportation, processing, and packaging along with building community and social capital, reduction of gender inequalities, maintaining self-sufficiency, and creating local resilience (Brown and Jameton, 2000; Mendes, 2006; Mougeot, 2006; Orsini et al., 2013; van Veenhuizen, 2006) .
Urban food production may be limited by available space, fewer farmer organizations, and competition for land, but is also characterized by proximity to markets and high levels of specialization (van Veenhuizen, 2006) . Efforts have been made to improve food production in urban areas internationally (van Veenhuizen, 2006) . Because of the economic, social, environmental, and health benefits attached to urban food systems, attention has been given to improving urban food systems as a strategy to address complex urban issues and contribute to improving the quality of urban life (Daftary-Steel et al., 2015; Lee and Maheshwaran, 2011; Pothukuchi and Kaufman, 2000) .
In the United States (U.S.), metropolitan counties contributed to 30% of the dollar value of the country's agricultural production in 1996 (Smit et al., 1996) . Heimlich and Anderson (2001) reported, "in 1997, urban agriculture made up a third of all farms and contributed 39% of farm assets. Eighteen percent of U.S. farmland operated was located in metro areas in 1997" (p. 38). As with many locations throughout the world, there has been an increase in the number of farmers' markets, community gardens, and urban farms in the United States. (Low et al., 2015; National Gardening Association, 2014; Rogus and Dimitri, 2015) .
The Community Food Security Coalition Urban Agricultural Committee (2002) explained, "urban farmers are practical, high-energy individuals willing to take advantage of the significantly higher margin the urban farmer can sell to retail, over against the rural farmer" (p. 3). Similar to urban populations, urban producers are very diverse. Women, immigrants, and minority populations play a significant role in urban agriculture in the United States. (Community Food Security Coalition Urban Agricultural Committee, 2002) .
Urban producers play a significant role in urban food systems, and consequently identifying factors that lead to urban producers' intention to continue farming in urban settings is very important. It is important to note there is very little literature documenting the barriers that prevent urban food producers from growing food in urban settings, and the researchers uncovered a dearth in available literature and research on urban food production. Minimal work has been conducted to identify urban producers' intention to continue urban farming. Therefore, there is a need for further research on this topic and this study was conducted to begin addressing the gap in knowledge.
LIteratUre revIew
The Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB; Ajzen, 1991) suggests people intend to take action as a function of three judgements they make about a specific behavior: their attitude toward the behavior, the perceived behavioral control over the behavior, and subjective norms surrounding the behavior. Intention, the focus of the TPB, includes "the motivational factors that influence a behavior" (Ajzen, 1991, p. 181) . Attitude toward the behavior is a person's evaluation as to whether the outcomes of engaging in the behavior will be positive or negative (Ajzen, 1991) . Attitude is influenced by the expected outcomes (behavioral beliefs) of engaging in a behavior (Ajzen, 1991) . Perceived behavioral control refers to an individual's evaluation as to whether they have the ability to engage in the behavior, and this factor is influenced by the absence or presence of elements that may help or hinder engagement in the behavior (control beliefs; Ajzen, 1991) . Subjective norms refer to the individual's perceptions as to whether there is social pressure to engage in the behavior, and this factor is influenced by perceptions that there are expectations to engage in the behavior, or normative beliefs (Ajzen, 1991) . Applying the TPB to this context, urban food producers would be likely to intend to continue farming in urban areas if they believe the outcomes of doing so would be positive, if they feel they have the ability (i.e., skills, knowledge, autonomy) to continue farming, and believe the people important to them expect them to do so. An understanding of these factors that influence urban food producers' attitudes, subjective norms, and perceived behavioral control could play an important role in urban food production and contribute to food security.
Subjective Norms toward Behavioral Intention
Subjective norms, or perceived expectations of people who play important roles in the life decisions of an individual directly and indirectly influence behavioral intention (Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975) . If the individual thinks that the people around him/ her approve of a specific behavior, the individual will perceive positive subjective norms toward the intended behavior and have greater intent than if subjective norms were weak (Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975) . The influence of subjective norms for behavioral intention has been reported on farmers' intention to take over a farm (Morais et al., 2018) , cattle farmers' natural grassland conservation behavior (Borges et al., 2014) , and individuals' intention to install rain gardens (Shaw et al., 2011) .
Perceived Behavioral Control toward Behavioral Intention
Perceived difficulty or ease of engaging in a behavior is described as perceived behavioral control and acts as a very strong determinant of behavioral intention (Ajzen 1985; 1991; 2002) . For example, when urban producers perceive that they possess financial aids that decreased the difficulty of engaging in urban food production, they are more like to engage in that behavior. Perceived behavioral control is influenced by factors such as perceived advantages, challenges, and barriers (Rehman et al., 2007) , personal and situational factors (Tanner and Kast, 2003) , and availability of resources (Taylor and Todd, 1995) . Researchers have reported a positive relationship between perceived behavioral control and undergraduate students' preference for low-fat diets (Armitage and Conner, 2010) , strawberry farmers' water conservation behaviors (Lynne et al., 1995) , and individuals' food consumption behavior (Sparks et al., 1997) .
Purpose and Objectives
The purpose of this study was to describe the intention of urban food producers to continue producing food in urban settings. The specific objectives that guided the study were to (a) describe factors that influence attitude toward urban food production, (b) describe the factors that influence perceived behavioral control toward urban food production, and (c) describe factors that influence subjective norms toward urban food production.
MaterIaLS aND MetHODS
To achieve the study's objectives, the researchers selected a qualitative design so they could generate rich data and capture growers' underlying beliefs and perceptions by interacting with the environment and their lived experiences (Creswell, 2013; Dooley, 2007) . The researchers used interviews and participant observation to collect data among urban commercial farmers in Columbus. Columbus is the capital of Ohio, with 17% of the state's total population living in its metropolitan area. Columbus was selected for this study because it is a national leader in urban extension (National Urban Extension Leaders, 2015).
While the TPB has been used in thousands of studies to predict and explain behaviors, some researchers have contended that decomposing the TPB's core variables into multiple dimensions can increase the theory's predictive power. Taylor and Todd (1995) used a Decomposed Theory of Planned Behavior (DTPB) to better understand individuals' behavioral intentions. Specifically, the researchers decomposed attitude using perceived relative advantage, complexity, and compatibility, characteristics known to influence adoption (Rogers, 2003) , and quantitatively demonstrated the increased strength of behavioral prediction. This study is the first of which the researchers are aware to qualitatively apply a DTPB and to use this approach to understand the intentions of urban food producers.
attitude toward Behavioral Intention
Attitude may be a strong predictor of behavioral intention (Taylor and Todd, 1995) . When an individual has a positive attitude toward a behavior, he is more likely to engage in it (Rogers, 1983) . Following their study of Brazilian farmers' intentions to take over a farm as successors, Morais et al. (2018) reported attitude was "outweigh[ed] perceived behavioral control and perceived norms in influencing potential successors' intention to take over the farm" (p. 450). In other agricultural contexts, studies have revealed a relationship between attitude and genetically modified food consumption behavior (Spence and Townsend, 2006) , small scale farmers' environmental conservation behavior (Wu and Mweemba, 2010) , small-scale farmers' participation in tree planting programs (Maijer et al., 2015) , and environmental activism (Fielding et al., 2008) .
Relative advantage, complexity, and compatibility influence attitude toward performing a behavior (Taylor and Todd, 1995) . Several studies have shown when an individual is aware of the relative advantages of performing a behavior, he/she is more likely to perform that behavior (Germain et al., 2014; King and Rollins, 1995; Maijer et al., 2015) . Accessibility, ease of use, availability, cost, and financial benefits of performing a behavior are some examples of relative advantages associated with a given behavior (Germain et al., 2014; King and Rollins, 1995; Maijer et al., 2015; Moore et al., 2012) . Complexity is the degree of difficulty to operate, understand, or learn and has a negative relationship with attitude (Rogers, 1983) . When the complexity of performing a behavior is high, individuals are reluctant to perform that behavior.
Compatibility is the degree of fit with existing values, previous experiences and needs of urban producers (Rogers, 1983) and is a strong determinant of attitude which influences behavioral intention (Taylor and Todd, 1995) . When an innovation is compatible with the value system of an individual, it is more likely to be adopted (Tornatzky and Klein, 1982) . The relationship between compatibility and intention were reported in studies conducted about farmers' adoption of nitrogen testing programs (King and Rollins, 1995) and Extension Master Gardener record keeping system (Dorn, 2016) .
Instrumentation
A semi-structured interview guide was designed so the researchers could capture nuances that were not predetermined (Dooley, 2007) . The researchers developed the interview guide through a process which included literature review, feedback from a panel of experts with expertise in urban farming and agricultural and extension education, and approval from the University of Florida institutional review board. The interview guide included open ended questions about perspectives of urban food producers regarding food production in urban areas, and probing questions were used to generate a deeper understanding of the producers' responses.
The interview guide included questions such as: · Why did you choose to start being an urban food producer? · Can you describe a time when you had a challenge in your farm? · What are some of the current challenges and barriers you face? · What advice would you give someone who is interested in becoming an urban farmer?
Population and Sampling
The study population was commercial urban food producers in Columbus, Ohio. Urban agriculture is defined as the "growing, processing, and distribution of food and other products through intensive plant cultivation and animal husbandry in and around cities" (Bailkey and Nasr, 2000, p. 3). The operational definition for urban commercial growers considered for this study was people who grow, process, and sell plants and/or raise animals in the city. Purposive sampling was used to identify the urban commercial food producers for this study (Barbour, 2007) . When using purposive sampling, findings cannot be generalized beyond the population, because the sampling method is not random (Ary et al., 2014) . According to a key informant, the Extension specialist attached to the CES in Columbus, there were fifteen active urban food producers in Columbus. The researcher believed that there may have been others engaged in urban food production in addition to the fifteen identified by the Extension specialist, and used snowball sampling to identify additional participants (Patton, 2002; Taylor-Powell, 1998) .
There is no specific sample size in qualitative research (Ary et al., 2014) , and the number of participants is determined by the purpose of the research, the type of data collected, point of data saturation, and available resources (Merriam, 1998) . Fifteen urban commercial food producers were included in the study (eight from the original list from the key informant and seven from snowball sampling).
Ten of the fifteen producers interviewed for this study were female and about 54% had completed a 4-yr college degree. The average number of years respondents have lived in an urban area was 15. About 70% of the respondents' net annual income from farming was below $10,000. Respondents' average years of experience as urban farmers was 6 yr. Table 1 provides a summary of each of the respondents interviewed for this study.
Data Collection and Data analysis
Semi-structured interviews were used to allow participants to add more information that is relevant to the context, but not included in the interview guide (Creswell, 2013) . Interviews were conducted in January of 2017 and lasted 20 to 30 min with each respondent. First the purpose of the study was explained and casual conversations were used to build rapport with respondents (Creswell, 2013) . The interviews were audio recorded and supplemented with researcher notes. The lead researcher conducted participant observations by visiting urban farms and shadowing urban producers to learn about them and their work, allowing the researcher to learn about urban producers' farm operations and activities in their natural settings (Creswell, 2013) . The data were transcribed and then read multiple times by the researcher.
The data were analyzed using the study's theoretical constructs: factors that influence attitude (relative advantage, complexity, and compatibility; Taylor and Todd, 1995) , perceived behavioral control, and subjective norms. During the initial analysis, the researchers used line-by-line open coding to assign data to categories. Subsequent analysis was used to assign the categories to themes corresponding to the theoretical constructs (Strauss and Corbin, 1990) .
Credibility, dependability, confirmability, and transferability were used to measure trustworthiness as suggested by Lincoln and Guba (1985) . Credibility was established through member checking and triangulation. Audio records and notes taken by the researcher were used to triangulate data. Member checking was conducted by sending transcriptions to the respective respondents to confirm accuracy of the data being analyzed. According to the feedback received, necessary changes were made to ensure accuracy. Transferability was established through thick description, "building a clear picture of the individuals and groups in the context of their culture and the setting in which they live" (Holloway, 1997, p. 154) . Confirmability ensures that the findings of the researcher could be established by another researcher that conducted the same study (Ary et al., 2014) . Throughout this study the researcher maintained a journal to document details of each visit to individual producers. Audio records of each interview were reviewed multiple times for clarity. Transcriptions of the interviews were checked with the audio to ensure accuracy. All the reflective processes, notes, and data analysis used in this study were documented.
reSULtS
Factors that may lead to intention to continue farming in urban areas were categorized under attitudes, subjective norms, and perceived behavioral control.
respondents. Market advantages included obtaining a good price and having enough market opportunities to sell. Respondents stated that they could sell their produce for a higher price compared with rural areas. R7 explained, "if I had a farm stand in the country and I was trying to sell a bag of lettuce for five bucks, well, they would just laugh and drive away. So, I think that the prices can be higher here in the city."
Urban consumers are willing to pay more to support local producers and keep money within the local economy.
attitude toward Continuing Farming in Urban areas
Attitude toward continuing farming in urban areas was influenced by how producers perceived relative advantage, complexity, and compatibility.
Relative Advantages of Urban Food Production
Market opportunity, land price, and proximity to off-farm income were some of the relative advantages described by the R5 mentioned, "getting produce to places that are extremely fresh instead of having to sit on it for a while until you're going to take all these loads into town" is another advantage of producing food within the city. Proximity to markets and low transportation burdens were reported as relative advantages of urban food production. Several producers explained there are producers from rural areas who drive more than 1 h to sell their produce in the city. R11 stated she does not have to worry about distribution at all because her customers "can stop by on their way to or from work to buy her produce, which is very cost and time effective for both parties." Moreover, R9 stated being in the city gives her more time than rural producers to interact with the customers because urban producers save on transportation time. Some urban producers use this as an opportunity to invite people to volunteer in their farms, which benefits both parties in terms of labor and experience.
The opportunity to market and sell diverse and valueadded products is another advantage. Urban food markets have a good demand for value-added produce. R11 grows Tulsi and artichokes on his farm, which he sells at a higher price because nobody else in the city is selling these items. R1, R5, and R6 described the market opportunities they have to sell value-added tea and herbs. R11 further explained that "if you have quality products you can usually command a premium, if you have a market that can support that."
Complexity of Urban Food Production
Complexity of urban food production includes challenges and barriers such as factors that restrict, hinder, and demotivate producers from engaging in food production and continuing to farm in urban settings. Rules and regulations imposed by city zoning are the greatest barrier for urban food production in the city of Columbus. R1 said, "Because of zoning it makes me hesitant to invest money into the business, knowing that I could be lost at any point and someone win. Yes, that would be the biggest barrier for growth."
Respondents also considered Homeowners' Association (HOA) bylaws as barriers. Cultural barriers included acceptance and negative perception for urban food production, food habits of urban consumers, and preference for nonprofit agricultural farms. Several producers expressed their frustration for not being accepted in their communities as farmers.
Respondents also identified urban consumers' food habits as a barrier. Because of busy lifestyles, many people living in urban areas prefer to dine out and are not used to cooking their own food, which hinders the sale of fresh produce in local markets. As R3 explained, "another barrier and challenge would definitely be the public's big picture shifted away from cooking with raw ingredients."
Market challenges included competition and not having enough market options. Having to compete with nonprofit urban farms is the biggest market related challenge for urban food producers. Because of the social mission attached to nonprofit urban farms, many consumers prefer to buy produce from them. Funds, labor, information, and other resources are more skewed toward nonprofit urban farms. R1 stated "the story about the nonprofit side is shared and it seems it's like a really successful business." R8 stated that for-profit producers have to "pay for all their stuff themselves while nonprofit producers are getting money from grants." R14 explained, "I don't know any urban farm that hires labor. We can't really afford labor generally like nonprofit farms because they have a social mission. They get a lot of free labor. So it's tough to compete with them."
Factors that limit continuing food production in urban areas also included limitation of resources such as land, water, quality of the soil, and funds. The respondents complained about the struggle to maintain a continuous water supply for their plants by installing pipelines and the amount of money they have to pay for importing soil because of the poor-quality soil on their lands.
Compatibility of Urban Food Production
Participants' social motives and social missions relate to the compatibility of urban farming. R2 explained how "seeing children are hungry" and "seeing school children's lunch" became a "part of her consciousness" and motivated her to grow food. Moreover, she also expressed her "hate" toward the "collapses in the food system" which motivated her to "grow her own food and be a part of the local food movement and bring back the ability to be self-sufficient." She expressed that "growing food is the only way that the paradigm will shift where we go back to when everybody has something grown for themselves in their backyard." R15, who has lived behind a supermarket, expressed the frustration and sadness he felt when he "watched families get their daily food out of the dumpster." It made him realize the "need for food in his close community", and was his initial motivation for becoming an urban food producer.
R2 offered detailed thoughts on the topic. She said "I guess another part that hurts me is to see that children are hungry, no matter where they are, whether they are American children or children somewhere else. That bothers me a great deal. When I think about children who are hungry here that bothers me more, because that's close to home. Not only children who are hungry, but also children who are eating poor nutritional things, and that means that they are not healthy and they won't meet the potential of their lives. So, when you talk about the emotional part of it, that upsets me. So, when you think about the larger world, that's the impact that you can make when you start to grow your own food. Because the children will be healthier and they won't be hungry and they won't have to rely on the cooperate food and school lunch. I have seen my neighbor children who have never seen where their food is grown and where they are coming from. I see this is a potential for teaching garden."
The availability of help and support received from organizations such as the Cooperative Extension Service and other agriculture-related organizations in the city contributed positively to attitudes. Most participants did not have any background in agriculture. R3, R2, and R5 appreciated the knowledge they received from the Master Urban Gardener Program offered by Ohio State University Extension. R1 and R5 described the education, training, and networking opportunities they received from Ohio State University Extension and the Ohio Ecological Food and Farm Association, which helped them continue their businesses.
The influence of media and communication materials were also identified as important factors in motivating respondents to become urban produces. R1 said she was mainly inspired by the agriculture-related books and Extension materials she received from different universities. R15 described the influence from TED talks and books he read about urban farming in different locations. Moreover, he explained how those videos "got him off his couch." R8 specifically mentioned her "religious background" as her "biggest push" for growing food. "It teaches a lot about preparedness and self-sufficiency and how we need to have a food storage. So, if something happens like a loss of job or a natural disaster, or some catastrophe, so there is something to it."
Subjective Norms toward Continuing Farming in Urban areas
Influence from close-ties such as family members and other urban producers influenced and motivated respondents to become urban producers. Several producers mentioned how gardening with their family as kids influenced them to become an urban producer. R1 stated how gardening practices she learned from her family helped her to make the decision to become an urban producer. R3 expressed how her mother in-law who "knew the land and seasons" helped her figure out which crop to grow during each growing term. R14's life-partner, who was an agro-forestry major, has helped her to make decisions about "perennial systems, trees, and intermixing annuals and perennials" with his knowledge.
Many of the urban producers appreciated the motivation they received from "Farm SW" which was the first commercial urban farm in Columbus. R11 shared, "Smith had a tour at his place and… he had a garden tour at his place and I went there and he was making a living doing it on a very, very small spot. So, he was kind of my inspiration to try." R3, R1, and R14 identified their business partners as the most influential people in their business decisions. R1 stated there was a person she met through an event who offered her land to cultivate which greatly influenced her decision to start farming. R3 added, she "kept looking over the fence from our yard into our neighbor's yard who was an elderly woman" who was the initial motivation for her to start practicing agriculture. R13 explained, "I had one mentor in my first year. He was a third-generation organic farmer. He would give me helpful advice. I have a friend who became a vegetable farmer. And he was the one who provided me space during my first year for poultry beds. He was fairly influential for that operation."
Influence of Perceived Behavioral Control
Personal characteristics and resource availability influenced the urban producers perceived behavioral control over urban food production.
Influence of Personal Characteristics Toward Perceived Behavioral Control
Personal characteristics of food producers that influenced their perceived behavioral control included education, job trainings and experiences, and personal preferences. Most of the urban producers did not have a formal education in agriculture. However, they appreciated the informal education they received growing up in rural agricultural areas and working in their own garden, which influenced them to become urban producers as adults. R9 appreciated her degree in horticulture which provided her with the sound agricultural knowledge to start and operate her own farm. According to R9, her "educational background is congruent with farming as a lifestyle too."
Personal and professional experiences of respondents have also been influential on their decision to become urban food producers. R9 discussed experiences in working with food producers in different states as a part of her job, which helped her to understand "some of the issues and concerns farmers were having" and motivated her to become an urban producer. R10 has traveled to different countries in the world, some of which are highly agricultural. During those visits, she explored different food systems in those countries, which increased her interest in becoming an urban food producer. R10 elaborated, "I think the travelling I did after college was one of the things that drew me into farming. I went to Tunisia, Egypt, Korea, and India. Their food systems are different. That is something that interested me. In Tunisia, I got probably the healthiest example of a local food economy with high quality produce that interested me. Just experiencing those kinds of things got me think about it. I was in India. Then I realized that development should come from within community. You can't take 25-a year-old from Ohio, stick them in Panjab, India, and expect them to do anything. So, I decided that I need to come back to my own community and do it here." Concerns about personal health motivated some participants to engage in urban farming. R15 stated he "started getting out of shape and not feeling well" which motivated him to grow his own food. He went on to say "I realized the direct correlation with our food and our health. You are what you eat!" R3 explained how realizing the things she grows tasted better and the feeling of satisfaction in growing them influenced her to become an urban producer. Other personal factors mentioned that influenced respondents to become urban producers included passion for agriculture, desire to share fresh produce with others, and preference to work at home. R14 shared, "That was like our kind of motivation. We had a few motivations. One of the things were to learn how to grow crops and plants. We both like how to experience green house, nursery, we wanted to learn more about growing crops. That was one goal. Another goal was learning about how to build a business."
Professional job trainings R4 received as a garden educator, and on the job experiences training and working with kids to develop gardens made him interested in becoming an urban producer of his own farm. R4 mentioned about his "boss" who was a city horticulturalist inspired and encouraged her to become an urban producer. R2 has been a culinary professional working in restaurants. She said, "the respect" she felt for food producers motivated her to start a farm of her own.
R9 lived in the Caribbean for a long time and always had a small farm of her own, which influenced her to become an urban producer in Columbus. She said, "I grew up in a farm system and then the majority of my career I lived in the Caribbean and I always had a small farm there. So, when I moved to Columbus to take a position with Ohio State University, I wanted to have a farm again and being an urban farmer was my option."
The desire to work from home is another motivation to select urban food production. R7 and R3 mentioned that it is always been a goal for them to work from home. R3 went on to say "working from home has always integrated to my life seamlessly. My daughter will be getting dressed for school and I can go out and check on something or feed the chickens or water some seeds really quick."
Influences of Resource Availability Toward Perceived Behavioral Control
Availability of resources has a direct influence toward perceived behavioral control (Taylor and Todd, 1995) . Resources relevant to urban farming include human resources, financial resources, and natural resources. The producers complained about the unavailability of funds, markets, and land, which limits their capacity to produce food in urban areas. R1 complained about not having "enough" land to work as a "full-time" producer even though "farming is his only job." Affording more land has been difficult because of the high price attached to it. The availability of a market is another constraining factor. Even though Columbus has plenty of market options, respondents have to compete with rural producers and nonprofit urban producers. Because production costs are higher in urban areas, selling produce at a competing price has been difficult. R1 stated that "there aren't many options for local produce to be sold in a store other than a farmers' market and restaurants." Moreover, consumers prefer to buy produce from nonprofit farms, and urban producers perceived this to "drive prices down." R7 added, "I don't understand why it's called 'nonprofit' because they seem to be the ones with the money. A lot of people have problems with nonprofit because they might drive prices down. I feel like in general people want to be fair to one another."
CONCLUSIONS
Positive attitudes, perceptions of subjective norms, and ample perceived behavioral control play a significant role in Columbus urban food producers' decisions to continue farming in urban areas. When producers perceive urban food production as having relative advantage and as compatible with existing values and structures, they have more positive attitudes toward continued urban farming. However, when producers perceive urban food production as very complex, they have more negative attitudes. Relative advantage of urban food production is influenced by good prices, proximity to customers and markets, and the presence of demand in urban areas. Compatibility is influenced by the growers' social values, cultural norms, and the existence of support from various organizations along with information received through various media channels. Growers perceive greater complexity due to rules and regulations, consumers' food habits, competition, and limited resources. Subjective norms are strengthened by positive interactions with other producers and support from family members and friends. Perceived behavioral control is enhanced by the presence of specific personal characteristics and reduced when resources, such as land, are limited. The personal characteristics that positively influence perceived behavioral control include exposure to food production, knowledge and skills acquired through informal education, concerns about personal health, and a desire to work from home.
DISCUSSION aND reCOMeNDatIONS
Factors that influence urban food producers' behaviors have been greatly underexamined, and this study contributes to the research base through a qualitative examination of urban food producers' intention to continue farming in one city in the United States. Applying a DTPB to this context provided rich insight on a relatively unknown audience. The findings may be applied directly in Columbus, and may also illuminate strategies to support urban food producers' globally and the world continues to become more urban.
Columbus urban producers are not in a position to address food insecurity issues in Columbus. The number of urban farms in the city is comparatively less than rural farms and the price of their produce is higher than that of grocery stores and rural producers. Therefore, it is questionable whether low-income consumers could afford to buy produce from the respondents considered for this study. However, the producers meet the needs of consumers who prefer to buy locally-grown produce that is delivered to their door or could be purchased at the farmers' market at a fair price. Therefore, facilitating conditions that help producers to continue food production in urban areas is important because it addresses the needs of a specific consumer segment of the city. Specifically, organizations can provide support that leads to more positive attitudes, increases perceived subjective norms, and enhances perceived behavioral control among urban growers
Organizations that work on local food systems should work to increase the benefits associated with urban food production and communicate these benefits to existing and potential urban producers. For example, growers may not be aware of the demand for specific produce or value-added products. Growers may not be aware urban consumers may be willing to pay more to support local agriculture. Organizations can nurture this demand in the community and publicize these benefits among urban growers to support positive attitudes surrounding urban food production.
Similarly, since the respondents are influenced by their social networks, disseminating information to both food producers and to their family, friends, and peers would be helpful in influencing the intention toward urban food production. Moreover, both community mediation and education programs could help to prevent and resolve issues between neighbors and food producers.
To enhance perceived behavioral control, organizations that work on local food systems need to help overcome barriers such as limited resources. It may be possible to explore new partnerships and funding opportunities that provide urban food producers with access to affordable land and other resources. Developing strategies to facilitate urban food production by creating more grant and funding opportunities, facilitating low-interest loans, small grants, and leasing city-owned lands is recommended to overcome barriers associated with resource scarcity. Organizations can also promote increased knowledge and skills by designing and delivering more programs targeting the needs of the respondents in urban agricultural settings.
Globally, urban environments are diverse in all aspects; socially, culturally, economically, environmentally, and politically. Therefore, approaches that aim to address issues in urban areas need to understand these multiple jurisdictions and interconnections between them (Gaolach et al., 2017) . For this reason, partnerships among diverse organizations at varying scales will be critical going forward. Future examination is needed to identify the many organizations who can serve as partners to support urban food production.
Organizations at city, national, and international levels need to participate in actions to support urban food production (Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, 2009). In Columbus, several producers appreciated the knowledge and training materials they received from the Ohio State University Extension. As one organization supporting local food systems, there is a noted opportunity for Cooperative Extension Service to play a larger role in motivating urban food producers to continue farming in urban areas. However Extension programs will not be able to make a positive change in the lives of urban residents in the absence of infrastructure investments such as pollution and waste water management systems (Gaolach et al., 2017) . Therefore, responsible city authorities need to take actions to facilitate urban farming in the city by considering its complex nature.
According to the Extension Committee on Organization and Policy (2002), the public's expectation for Extension to answer their problems exceeds Extension's own perception about the public's need. Serving large populations with few staff, competing for funds, and operating among different agencies are some of the issues that limit urban Extension offices' capacity to address complex urban issues (Gaolach et al., 2017) . Recruiting Extension agents from urban areas who understand local culture and allocating more funds for urban Extension programs would be helpful in increasing extension's capacity to address complex urban issues. The concept of subject matter centers implemented by Washington State University Extension is a great example of extension strategies that provide extension programs to urban areas with flexible staffs and extra resources (Gaolach et al., 2017) . Moreover, the Urban Action Team of Kentucky Extension recommended developing key skills such as community networking, and collaboration for Extension agents working in urban areas (Young and Vavrina, 2014) . Fox (2017) suggested developing both organizational and interpersonal competencies to act as trusted and effective facilitators in urban communities. This is a great suggestion for other state urban extension agents who are working with diverse urban clientele with complex urban issues. Even though most extension-related recommendations were given for extension practitioners in this study, the CES needs to think about strengthening technical expertise, funding, staffing, and programming to serve the urban clientele (Ruemenapp, 2017; Tiffany, 2017) .
The use of a DTPB guided the analysis of study findings in a way that may support understandings of urban food producers' behaviors. More research is needed to better understand factors that influence urban food producers' intention to continue farming, both in Columbus and other urban areas. The qualitative lens used in this study allowed the researchers to capture thoughtful insights on factors that influence attitudes, perceived behavioral control, and subjective norms directly from urban food producers. In future research, quantitative exploration of these predictors would be useful to quantify their predictive power on urban food producers' intentions. Future studies should be designed to help align strategies, rules, regulations, programs, and opportunities with current and future urban food production needs. Furthermore, while this study revealed a number of themes that may help organizations to better support urban food producers, future research should examine differences between individual responses to generate a deeper understanding of this important audience. Finally, there is a possibility there are a number of additional current and potential urban food producers who should be included in future research on this topic. 
